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regards property rights and succession, equivalent, or at all events
substantially equivalent to that of the natural children of the adopter
can be treated as being within the scope of the testator's intention.'1
The It is respectfully suggested that this is to pervert and enlarge
criticised ^e function of the lex domidlii. That function, in such a case
as the present, is to determine whether the legatee possesses
the status of a child, not to determine whether his right of
benefiting from an English will or intestacy shall be limited
or unlimited. A simple analogy is provided by the status of
marriage. If H and W were domiciled in country X where
they were married, but domiciled in England when the hus-
band died intestate, English law, though bound to recognize
the married status conferred upon W by the law of Jf, would
ignore any limitation placed by that law upon her right to
succeed to her husband's estate. So also with adoption. As the
Supreme Court of New Hampshire said in a leading case:
*No logical reason has been advanced and none occurs to us, why the
right of a married woman in her husband's personalty should be de-
termined in accordance with the laws of his last domicil, and the rights
of an adopted child in relation to personalty by the laws where the
adoption occurred, regardless of the domicil of the owner at the time of
his death.'*
1	[1957], Ch. at p. 523.
2	Anderson v. French (1915), 77 N.H. 509; Cheetham, Cases W Materials on
Conflict of Laws (3rd ed.), p. 784. Such is the rule in most of the States in the
U.S. A. * If the law of the state of adoption there is a limitation upon inheritance
by adopted children, such limitation does not, by the better rule, apply to in-
heritance in a state having no such limitation. But a limitation upon inheritance
by a state governing the inheritance in the particular case is applicable, regardless
of the law of the state of adoption.' Goodrich, The Conflict of Laws (3rd ed.),
p. 449.

